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ABSTRACT 

A description was sought of the types of sources of 
information about marijuana used by 300 middle class fifth, seventh, 
and eleventh grade students. During individual meetings with 
experienced female interviewers, students were asked to relate 
sources which were most influential in providing information about 
marihuana at the following stages: (1) awareness; (2) interest; (3) 

evaluation; (4) trial; and (5) adoption. Sources were categorized by 
the experimentors as either personal (e.g. parents or friends) ; 
impersonal (e.g. television or newspapers) ; control (e.g. pamphlets 
or teachers) or noncontrol (e.g. friends or music) . The sources of 
information mentioned most frequently by all students were parents, 
television, and friends. A number of other findings are presented, 
among them being a significant shift in types of sources reported as 
students grew older. Most interesting was the finding that two-thirds 
of all students surveyed at all grade levels were not actively 
interested in marihuana. (Author/BW) 
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abstract 



The major finding of this study was a significant shift 
in tyoes of sources of information about marihuana re- 
ported as we progressed from elementary to secondary 
schools in interviews with 300 rancloraly selected 5th, 

7th and 11th grade students. 

Fifth- ;rade students receive much of their information 
from socially approved sources (e. parents, TV), seventh 
graders appear to be in a transition stage between the 
sources usually used as vehicles for socially approved 
Information and the "private’’ sources (e.g. friends) 
used by 11th grade students. 

host important was the indication that students may be 
largely unaware of the personal influence process which 
seems to surround decisions to use marihuana. 

h description of the diffusion-adoption of marihuana 
through various information sources at different ages 
is discussed . Suggestions for future experimental research 
and drug abuse programs are included. 
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dumber and Title of Project. 

R03 i'll! 20595 (6/71-7/72) WAYS YOUTH RECEIVE 
INFORMATION A30UT MARIHUANA 

Project Objectives . 

a * Problem. In 1971 the Federal Communica- 
tions Commission limited the perrogatives of the 
Broadcasting Industry in program material which 
delt v/ith drug abuse. The Commission v/as presum*- 
ably reacting to social concern that program 
material such as contemporary music was encouraging 
the use of illegal drugs among young people. 
Implicit in the action of the Commission was the 
assumption that the mass media contributed to the 
abuse of drugs by youth and that by restricting the 
media drug abuse would be somehow diminished. 

‘-.he research activity reported here grew from a 
discussion between the principal investigators 
concerning the validity of this assumption. Our 
search of relevant social cciance research turned 
up very little useful evidence to confirm or drny 
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the role of the mass media in influencing deci- 
sions to use illegal drugs. 

'Ihis problem is part of a larger question; how is 
illegal information disseminated in society? 
Previous social science research and theory has 
dealt with the dissemination of "innovations" which 
have been defined as useful and novel change which 
leads to a "better way" (c.f . Rogers, 1962} . 
Examples of the innovations considered in such re- 
search are the use of corn hybrids by farmers and 
the change to assembly line production techniques 
in industry. We were left with the knowledge that 
increasing numbers of young people were deciding to 
use illegal drugs such as marihuana and that their 
awareness of the drug and its properties must have 
resulted from some dissemination process. The 
questions we asked ourselves were: "how do young 

people receive information about drugs?" and 
"Does the dissemination of information about drugs 
to young people follow similar channels as the 
dissemination of information about innovations to 
the society as ei whole?". 

Previous research rn the dissemination of innova- 
tive practices in society has a Is;- been concerned 



with the ways people decide to accept or reject an 
innovation, in this framework we were specifically 
interested in determining which sources of informa- 
tion were influential in a young person's decision 
to use or reject the use of marihuana. Evidence 
from polls (e.g. qallup, 1972) indicates that the 
use of this drug has increased dramatically among 
young people over the past 5 to 8 years. The 
success of efforts to supply information about 
marihuana to young people depend, in great part, 
on valid sources of knowledge about the sources of 
information and influence they commonly select. 



fcpgers (1962) identifies five steps in the process 
of disseminating an idea and assignes each to a 
position in a linear sequence. Awareness , the 
first stage, implies that one is exposed to the 
innovation but lacks adequate or comprehensive 
information about the new practice. In the second 
or i nterest stage, an individual seeks information 
to fill out his conception of the innovative be- 
havior. The evalua tion stage follows information 
search and leads to either rejection or trial 
adaption. During the trial stage, the person tests 
hio reactions to actual experience with the innova- 
tion and finds it beneficial moves into the 

O 
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Jf'jlfction :tage, .;hat is, a decision is made to 
continue practicing the innovative behavior. 




Becker (1963) maintains that initially one comes 
-•n contact with marihuana by chance and experiments 
out of curiosity, it would appear that "chance 
contact" and the "experiment out of curiosity" 
notions need further elaboration. Katz and 
Lazarsfield (1964) suggest that an intricate net- 
work of interpersonal and mass media communication 
channels exist to provide contact with informa- 
tion about social and personal behaviors. It 
would seem that at various stages in experience 
with marihuana one or both types of communication 
might , be effective in supplying information or 
reinforcing behaviors , although present speculation 
and research data conflict. 



The results of research indicates that users of 
marihuana are influenced more by interpersonal 
influences. Goode (1969) found that 73% of those 



who had tried marihuana had their first experience 
with at least one • individual who had already used 
the drug, Similarily, ;j chaps and Saunders (3 970) 
round tr.at in 33 cv.t of 38 si:!r; oc. s :ttulied, the 
“irst expedience with nr-.rihua.na with at inr.st 
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one close friend who provided him with information 
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on techniques of use and information to help identi- 
fy and enjoy the effects. Phillips (1S70) found 
that 99% of those individuals who had tried mari- 
nuana had friends who also had used. • nly 69% of 
those who had decided not to try had friends who had 
used the drug. Grinspoon (1971) argues that mari- 
huana users are influenced and reinforced by peer 
group members. In turn, he suggests, the use of 
marihuana tends to strengthen group identity and 
boundries. 

A mor* popular view suggests that marihuana use 
can be attributed, in part, to the influence of 
various contemporary mass media fare such as 
television, movies, hooks, magazines and especial- 
ly "popular" music. There is a lack of research 
evidence to directly support the view that these 
impersonal sources of information lead to mari- 
mana use although a recent review of television 
research by Atkin et al . (1971) indicates that 

social behaviors can be learned by television 
viewing. 

Acceptance of an information source may depend on 
two primary factors: first, the age of the young 




person and second, the pre stig e and. saliency of the 
information source. 

Gessell et al. (1956) describes the fifth- jrade 
child as generally holding deep respect for teachers 
and parents. Garrison (1965) found that mass medici 
was also very important to children from an early 
age. 

As children grow older, however, there is an 
observable tendency to move away from parents and 
the adult world in general. Adolescents from 12 
to 16 are more easily influenced by non-parental , 
non-adult information sources (Strong, 1967) and 
the amount of time they spend with mass media 
generally diminishes (Ilg and Amen, 1966). 

Gessell et al. (1956) found that at age 12 boys 
and girls are very interested in knowing how 
their peers think and feel. The 12 year old de- 
mands less parental and teacher guidance and 
becomes more admiring of friends and older siblings 
than the 10 year old. This tendency increases in 
strength throughout adolescence (Burke, 1970) . 

As the adolescent switches from parental to peer 
influence, there is a tendency to challange all 
'’established" authority or control sources 
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(Garrison, 1965) . Burke (1970) suggests that 
the popular adolescent wish to ,: ...do my own 
thing'* expresses the need to exchange the socially 
approved control sources important at younger 
ages for the less established influences of 
peers and certain mass media. 

Tapp and Kohlberg (1971) in a discussion 
of the development of a sense of justice in young 
people provide a useful definition of control 
sources. They suggest that vehicles of control 
provide “...active support of the... rules or 
authority in a society." (p. 69). Control sources 
generall y provide a single alternative as a 
solution reflecting status quo rules or authority. 
Moncontrol sources, on the other hand, would gener 
ally provide either one or many "non authority" 
alternatives . 

Also important is a gradual development of more 
self-reliance with increasing age. Patel and 
Gordon (1960) found that 5th and 7th grade 
children were more dependent on others for 
decisions and value judgements whereas 11th and 
12th grade subjects were more independent of 
others in their decision making. Rogers (1962) 
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suggests that interpersonal information, which includes 
the subject's own experience with an innovation, may 
be important in the diffusion-adoption process but he 
notes that this has seldom been investigated. 

From the research discussed above, it appears that 
a number of dimensions are important in a study of 
the sources of information that effect young people's 
behavior with marihuanas 

A. The diffusion and adoption of marihuana 

information and behaviors may follow a 
five stage process: 1. av;areness> 

2. interest; 3. evaluation; 4. trial; 

5. adoption 

B. The sources of information about marihuana 
can usefully be divided into personal 
(peer, parent, teacher, etc.) and imperson- 

. al (mass media) sources. 

C. Information sources can be further sub- 
divided into control (socially approved, 
generally advocates one alternative) , non- 
con crol (advocates more than one alternative} 
and intrapo.rsonal (experimental) sources. 
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following hypothesis will be tested : 

Sources of information about marihuana change 
vrith age. Older subjects might be expected to 
select a) a greater variety of sources/ 

b) more noncontrol and experience sources and 

c) more personal than impersonal sources. 

In addition, the stages of diffusion-adoption 
of innovation described by Rogers (1962) will 
be investigated. Specifically, we will describe 
the frequency of source use at each of the five 
stages (1. awareness, 2. interest, 3. evalua- 
tion, 4. trial and 5. adoption) and describe the 
relative influence of the control and personal 
nature of sources on subject's at three age 
levels (5th, 7th, and 11th grade) at each stage. 

Revisions in the original objectives . There 
were no revisions in the proposed objectives 
which eliminated any promised area or procedure 
of investigation. After the grant was awarded 
it was determined that additional data could be 
collected v/hioh would improve the utility of the 
study. These additions were made and are p c.f>op»Teo. 



3. Project Action . 

(a) Subjects . A random sample of 130 5th, 130 

7th and 130 11th grade students was drawn from 
the total population of three schools within the 
Sacramento, California metropolitan area. The 
parents of these students were advised by letter 
that their child had been selected for partici- 
pation in a study of attitudes towards drugs 
and that children would be withdrawn from the 
study if they wished (see Appendix A, Permis- 
sion Letter) . Seven subjects were withdrawn 
by parents (3 5th, 2 7th and 2 11th graders) . 
Nine of the 390 had moved and could not be 
located. 



Subjects participated without pay and were 
given the opportunity to withdraw from the 
study which resulted in one refusal. A 7th 
grade student who appeared highly anxious 
withdrew because, he stated, a friend had 
taken an overdose of a narcotic the previous 
week. On the days the data was collected 4 
5th graders, 5 7th graders and 16 11th graders 
from the sample of 390 were absent. (See 
table 1 for a. summary of subject attrition .) 
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Table 1 



Source of attrition of 
original experimental population 



Grade 



5 



7 



11 



Original Sample 
Parents withdrew 
Subjects withdrew 
Subjects had moved 
Subjects absent 



0 

-4 

-4 



130 



130 

-2 

-1 

-3 

-5 



130 

-2 

0 

-2 

-16 



Experimental Subjects 



Reserve Subjects 



-100 

19 



-100 

19 



-100 

10 



0 




One hundred subjects from each grade level were 
subsequently chosen for participation in the study. 
The 48 surplus subjects were not used to protect 
the subjects who participated. Anonimity was an 
important factor and the planned reserve of unused 
subjects allowed every subject the possibility of 
claiming nonparticipation since the permissi.on letter 
list included names of all subjects. Only the 
research assistant knew the names of subjects in the 
final experimental sample and all lists of subject* ■; 
names were destroyed immediately following data 
collection. 

The 3C0 experimental subjects selected at random 
consisted of 144 females and 156 males. The school 
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50,000 primary and secondary students from predominant- 
j.y middle class homes . All subjects were v. T hite 
caucasions which is representative of the population 
in this district. The 1970 census reports that there 
are less than 4% non-white residents in this district 
with orientals compromising the largest minority 
group (Bureau of the Census, 1971). 

(b) Drugs investigated . This study focused on 
marihuana although some attempt was made to 
determine the number of different drugs subjects 
could name. 

(c) Type of research . The research is best classi- 
fied as human psycho-sociological. 

Subjects were asked to describe the physical and/ 
or psychological , positive and negative reinforce- 
ments received from marihuana use. 

(d) i let ho ds? (1) The Interviews . Subjects were 
interviewed singly in schools. All interviev/s 
with subjects from a particular grade were conduct 
ed c • the :.-ame day to prevent contamination by 
coromunicht-* on between interviewed and un~ 
intervievred subjects. Each subject was informed 
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of the study through the parental permission 
letter but were unaware of the specific time 
of the interview until they individually v;e re 
called from classrooms. Interview lengths 
varied from 10 to 40 minutes. • 

(2) The Interview Schedule . Appendix 3, (The 
Interviev; Schedule ) contains the questions used 
by interviewers to obtain information from suV • 
jects . Questions were presented verbally to 
subjects by interviewers who were encouraged tc 
remain faithful to the v/ording of each question. 
Except where subjects used slang terms for drugs 
and interviewers repeated the term, a?..', subjects 
received all appropriate questions. 

Questions .(Q’s) 1* 2, and 3 were designed to 
dst ermine whether subjects were aware of mari- 
huana. If subjects appeared unaware the 
interviewers engaged the subject (S) to determine 
ether he or she was being evasive. Unaware 
g exited t.*a intervievr at this point. 

,4c.. 5 'ced for source of information. 

• c h «, 3, 9 and ...0 \:- attempted to 

determine whether int erest in marihuana ex? ten 
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. \.ia. . .. • a II, _2, 11, , .'LB, i*.i, and 17 ws 

sought to determine whether evaluation had 
occurred and to describe the source (s) of 
information used in this process. Q's 18,. 19, 

— 0 , 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, md 26 focused on the 
t- ial stage. Sources of influence were ob- 
tained for those who decided not to try mari- 
huana. Q's 27 and 23 sought influence sources 
from those who reported a trial. Q’s 29, 30 
and 31 concerned decisions to adopt or continue . 
using marihuana for those who had. ti'ied the drug 



In addition tc the interview schedule the subjec 
were told a) that they wore participating in 
"a survey of drug use”, b) that they had the 
right to withdraw from the survey at any point 
and if they chose to withdraw their interview 
’■•mid be destroyed, o) their answers would be 
kept in complete confidence and d) that they 
would have an opportunity to see the way their 
answers were recorded after the interview was 
i .ncluded. In addition, objects were asked 
not to discuss the interview? with other students 
• ’.'.til lie • >.d of the day. 



v..ie 



.ur viewers . Exu arimentot:; made a 
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decision to employ female interviewers under 
the untested assumption that subjects might 
not be as suspicious that these interviewers 
were narcotics agents or other potentially 
feared authority figures. Ten females with 
prior interviewing and or counseling exper- 
ience were employed. All were students in the 
School of Social Work at the California State 
University , Sacramento. Interviewers 
were paid $2.00 per interview. All inter- 
viewers received one week of intensive train- 
ing in three major areas? 1) Drugs and drug 
use; 2) The arT of interviewing young people; 
3) The administration of the interview 
schedule, including agreements on the ceding 
of ambiguous responses, cues which aid in 
determining the voracity of subject responses 
and interview practice through role playing. 
Interviewers were not informed of the 
hypothesis or the goals of the research. 

(4) Categr ries of Sources . It was decided that 
four categories of sources would be most useful 
in this study: 
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1. Control sources vh id. vs:: 




mane up of vehicles for socially approved 
information. Specifically they were: 
parents, teachers, ministers, doctors, 
policemen, television, radio, pamphlets, 
newspapers, books, and "other' 1 adults. 

2. Noncontrol sources which provide "private ' 

information which is generally not socially 
approved or used as vehicles of dis - 
seminating approved information. Those 
were: movies, music, friends, siblings, 

and other peers. 

3. Personal sources were defined as those 

involving communicative interaction with 
another human being. In this study they 
were: parents, teachers, ministers, doctors, 

policemen, friends, siblings, other peer, 
other adult.. 

4 . Impersonal or non -human vehicles for 
receiving information, i.e. tv, radio, 
music, pamphlets, newspapers, books, and 
movies . 
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impersonal dimension would correspond 
to a mass media vs. interpersonal com- 
parison. 

The only other source used in this study 
but not included in the category system 
described above was actual experience with 
marihuana which seems to be a potentially 
interesting source of information about 
the drug by some subjects. 



P r o ject Findings . 

a) The Interviev7S . The experimenters held con- 
versations with the interviewers to receive 
their informal impressions of the interviews. 



2 or 3 llt'n graders, most subjects appeared 
to respond honestly, 2) Question 26 v;as asked 
incorrectly and should be discarded, 3) vlore 
time during interviewer training should have 
been spent in actual interview practice with 
subjects the same age as those in the study, 
4) There was no evidence of contamination 



It was generally agreed that: 1) Except for 
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resulting from interaction between subjects 
already interviev/ed and potential inter- 
viewees, 5) Seventh-grade subjects had been 
shown a novie on marihuana use during the 
week preceding data collection. To prevent 
a distortion of source of information descr.i 
tions of all responses from seventh-grade 
subjects dealing with this movie as a source 
of information were placed in the :I School ' 
category. 

) A Description of the Sources of Information 
about llarihuana Young People Select at Various 
Ages . One of the main objectives of our survey 
was to obtain a complete listing of sources used 
by the three grade levels for information regard- 
ing marihuana. To fulfill this objective a com- 
posite of sources mentioned was created by com- 
bining the responses to questions 4, 5, 7, 10 
and 15 (see Appendix B for a review of the 
interview schedule) . Every source mentioned by 
a subject was .included in the composite and no 
source was counted more than once for a single 
subject. The results of this analysis are 
found on Table 2. Since there were 100 subjects 
in each grade, the totals are both 



a frequency count and a percentage of subjects 
mentioning that category. 



Table 2 



Composite of sources of information about 
marihuana mentioned by grade levelC2 



Grade 



5 7 



11 



X 



2 



Source 



Barents 


66 


61 


58 


teacher 


7 


31 


43 


Minister 


2 


2 


9 


•/-.-■cor 


1 


4 


7 


Po : iceman 


6 


7 


5 


'School" 


19 


83 


61 


l’. ivies 


5 


4 


31 


*>•/ 


87 


65 


69 


*• adio 


13 


17 


33 


> ' v; .ic 


1 


2 


14 


r«a:'.phlets 


13 


33 


34 


Newspapers 


11 


28 


57 


Mucks 


14 


32 


29 


ends 


41 


84 


96 


I/rug use 


0 


9 


27 


Siblings 


26 


28 


16 


•V:.her peer 


31 


26 


47 


Other adult 


27 


17 


26 



.60 

24. S8** 

A 

A 

.34 

37 . 01** 
35.16 
3.31 
17.75** 
A 

10.52** 

33.31** 

7.44** 

22.71** 

A 

3.54 

6.95* 

2.64 



A Fewer than five in one or more cells 

••*••• p<.01 

" P<.05 

■t 

t 

Since n=100 in each grade level frequency is also a 
percentage. ' 

2 

i'/ata was derived from interview questions 4, 5, 7, 10 

and 15. No source was counted more than once for each 
subject. 



2-4 



o 

ERIC 



^ >• • 



18 



The only sources mentioned by more than 40% of 
'"••he students at all grade levels were parents, 
tv and friends. Results of analysis comparing 
the frequency of sources between grade levels 
indicates that a number of significant changes take 
place as students grow older. 

With increases in grade level there are correspond- 

ing increases in the number of students mention- 
2 

mg reachers (X -24.83, df=2, p< .01), movies 

2 2 

(X =35,16, df=2 , p<.01), radio (X =17,75, df=2, 

p<.01, pamphlets (X 2 =10.52, df=2, p<.01), 

2 

newspapers (X =33.31, df=2, p<.01), books 
(X 2 =7.44, df=2, p <; .05), and friends (X 2 =22.71, 
df=2, p < .Ol) as sources of information about 
marihuana . Sources which appear to remain 
constant over these grades were parents (X 2 =. 60, 
df=2, n.s.), policemen (X =.34, df=2 , n.s.), 
television (X 2 =3.3, df=2, n.s.), siblings (X 2 =3.54, 
d£=2, n.s.) and other adult (X 2 =2.64, df=2, n.s,) 

It is interesting to note that of all 300 students 
interviewed only 4% mentioned doctors as sources 
of information. Correspondingly low totals were 
obtained for ministers (4,1%) and policemen («%) . 
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) Testing the Hypotheses , The firse hypothesis 
suggested that as subjects grew older they would 
select a greater variety of sources which would 
be categorized as more noncontrol, experimental 
and personal them impersonal or control. A 
rank-ordering of the more popular sources 
provides some support for this hypothesis. Only 
those sources mentioned by 40% or more of the 
students were included, (see table 3.) 



Table 3 



Rank-order of marihuana information 
source composite by grade level 



-Jrade 5 
Ran’:. 



1 TV 

2 Parents 
Friends 



% 


7 


% 


87 


Friends 


84 


56 


School 


83 


41 


TV 


65 




Parents 


61 



11 


% 


Friends 


96 


TV 


69 


Parents 


58 


Newspaper 


57 


Other peer 


47 


Teacher 


43 



ilth graders mentioned more sources more 
often than 5th graders. The 2 most popular 
sources for 5th graders are control sources 
(tv and parents) whereas the 7th and 11th 
graders have selected both control (school. 
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tv) and nor.-control sources (friends) . 

The ratio of personal and impersonal sources 
remains the same between the 5th and 11th 
graders . Two-thirds of the 5th graders most 
popular sources were personal and although 
the 11th graders have a greater number of 
popular sources (6 for the 11th graders vs. 

3 for the 5th graders) , they also select 
personal sources (friends, parents, other 
peer and teachers) as approximately two- 
thirds of their most popular sources. 

It should be noted that the data reported in 
tables 2 and 3 reveal the range and fre- 
quency of sources mentioned by subjects. 

They do not relate the responses of sub- 
jects to the information associated with 
these sources. Question 15 followed a series 
of questions which attempted to ascertain 
subject's knowledge of marihuana and it asked 
"In what ways did you learn these things 
about marihuana?. When data from this question 
are analyzed (see table 4) the results are 
dramatically different from those presented in 
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tables 1 and 2. 



Table 4 



Sc arces mentioned when subjects were asked 
"In what ways did you learn about marihuana? * 
by grade level. 



Grade 

Sonrce 


5 


7 


11 


X 2 


Parents 


45 


33 


16 


13.55** 


Teachers 


2 


13 


19 


13.12** 


Minister 


2 


0 


2 


A 


rector 


0 


** 

3 


1 


A 


Policeman 


2 


3 


2 


A 


"ScilOOl" 


8 


58 


19 


50.13** 


Movies 


2 


2 


5 


A 


TV 


56 


39 


20 


25 . :”5 


,'svtdio 


5 


8 


7 


: 0.71 


Music 


i 


0 


0 


A 


•lusphlets 


4 


21 


16 


8.92 


Ks.wspaper 


6 


14 


19 


6 . 62 


r.voks 


7 


10 


13 


1.8 


ends 


13 


40 


57 


26.36** 


• i:*ug use 


0 


9 


26 


8.26 3 


.VI h.i.ings 


14 


16 


4 


7.29* 


O: her peers 


11 


7 


29 


17.94** 


>1:. ; ..er adults 


15 


6 


13 


3.95 



,• Z’ewer than 5 in one or more cells, 
i Based on 7th and 11th grade only. 

* n < . 01 

* P < • 05 

Questions 15 on the interview schedule. 
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Contrasting with the data presented in table 2 r 
no sources were mentioned by more than 40% 
of the subjects at all grade levels . 
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Results of Chi-square analysis indicates more- 

differences from the composite analysis in 

table 2. When students were asked where they 

learned the information they possessed about 

marihuana, there was a significant decrease 

from 5th to 11th grade in those mentioning 

learning from parents (X =13.55, df=2, p< .01) ,an 

tv (X“=26.25, df=2, p< .01). Significant i r.crean 

were found between the 5th and 11th grades fcr 

those mentioning learning from teachers 
. 2 

(X =13.12, df=2, p < . 01) , newspapers (X -6.02, 
di=2, p < .05) and friends (X^=26.85, df=2, 

p < .01). 



Doctors, policemen, ministers, movies and 
music were seldom mentioned by subjects at any 
of the grade levels. 

Sources obtained and displayed in table 4 
were rank ordered (see table 5) . Only those 
sources mentioned by 25% or more of the subject? 
are listed. 
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Table 5 



Rank-order of sources by grade level obtained 
when subjects were asked "In what ways did you 
learn these things about marihuana? " ^ ^ 



Grade 5 
Rank 

1 TV 

Parents 

4 



% 7 % 

66 Schools 58 

45 Friends 40 

TV 39 

Parents 33 



11 % 



Friends -• 57 
Other peer 29 
Using 

Marihuana 26 



1 

Only sources mentioned by 25% or more of subjects 
within a grade level are displayed. 

Oat a derived from answers to Question 15 in. interview 
schedule (appendix B) . 



Seventh-grade sources remain essentially the 
same as those reported in Table 3. Fifth and 
Eleventh-grade subjects, however, appear to 
use fewer and different types of sources for 
learning factual and evaluative information 
? bout marihuana than those. they previously 
(Table 3) mention as available. In the 
5th grade friends are a significant source of 
information (Table 3) but not an important 
vehicle for gathering facts or making evalu- 
ations (Table 5). It appears as if 5th graders 
are using personal control (parents) and 
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i. r nre.v30i:.ai control { t', ; source;.: but .rejecting 
personal vioncoritroi sources (friends) vrhfsv 
evaulatior. and fact gathering occur?,. Sieve : M> 
graders,, on the other hand, reject control 
sources (tv, parents, newspapers, end teachers;: 
in favor of personal noncontrol sources 
(friends, other peer and using marihuana) . 

Additional analysis comparing the use of 
impersonal control, personal control and 
personal noncontrol cources by grade levels 
are presented in Table 5. 

Table 6 

Personal by control analysis 
For data reported in Table 4 1 



Grade 



Source 


5 


7 


11 


x 2 


^personal 


Control 


68 


71 


34 


14.67 


Personal 

Control 


53 


57 


44 


** *7 *> 

d. • /%'i 


P.-.rronal 

Noncontrol 


33 


49 


57 


6.45 



< .01 

- p < . 05 

2 

df--i for each X analysis. 
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The data in Table 6 indicate that impersonal 

control sources decrease significantly 
2 

(X =14.67/ df=2 / pc.oi) and personal noncontrol 

2 

sources increase significantly (X =6.45/ df-2/ 
p< .05) as we move from the 5th to the 11th 
grade. The reported influence of personal 
control sources remains unchanged across 
grade level. 

Control may be the most important variable. 

The lower grades apparently seeek out control 
messages when seeking facts and evaluation, ’ i 
The upper grades tend towards noncontrol 
messages. An analysis of responses categorized 
by control and non control sources provides 
further post hoc evidence for the control by 
grade interaction (see Table 7) . 

Again the mentioning of control sources 

decreases significantly from 5th to 11th grade 

subjects (X^=14.22/ df=2/ p<.Gl) and noncontrol 

source responses increase from the 5th to the 

11th grade. It is interesting to note that 

7th graders tend to make the greatest use of 

2 

both control and noncontrol sources (X =6.51/ 

I 

df=2 / p < .05) . This may indicate that the 
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Tea grade is a transition point in the swi'.oh 
from control sources for younger students 
to noncontrol sources for older students. 



Table 7 

Frequency^ of control and 
noi.oontrol sources mentioned 



Grade 
; =»f arce 



C :ntrc.l only 
Noiiccntrcl only 
Both 



5 


7 


11 


X 2B 


GO 


45 


oc 


14,22*- 


9 

25 


9 

42 


24 

32 


10.7 y* 
6.5i- v 



response to Question 15 («f> Table 4). 

<*f=2 for each X“. 

- p < .01 

-• <. . v 3 



3 



When subject responses were categorized by 
personal and impersonal sources by Grade, 
results very similar to those reported in 
Table 7 are produced (see Table 8) . 

Ai* interaction between grade level and source 
category is obvious. The mention of personal 
sources increase significantly from 5th to 11th 
grade (X =9.88, df=2, p< .01) and impersonal 
source responses decrease significantly fr:c..\ 

26 
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the 5th to 11th grade U: 2 =10.97, df=2, pc .C7; 

And the transitional 7th graders mention both 
. 2 

categories more (X =8.44, df=2, p< .05). 

Table S 

Frequency^ 13 of personal and 
impersonal sources mentioned 

Grade 



Source 


5 


7 


11 


„2 

A 


Personal only 


25 


25 


48 


9.60** 


Impersonal only 


25 


18 


7 


10.79** 


Both 


44 


53 


27 


3.44* 


A 


Responses to Que 

Tl 

df=2 for each X 2 
* p<. .01 
* p < .05 


stion 

• 


15 (cf. 


Table- 4) . 




Summary i 


of the 


Te3t. cf 


Hypothesis 


> . I • In 



summary, hypothesis 1 i3 tentatively con- 
confirmed. Subjects reported using more 
sources in 11th than in 5th or 7th grade and 
a three way interaction was found between 
grade level, personal/ impersonal and control/ 
noncontrol sources. As we moved from 7th to 
11th grade the reporting of impersonal and 
control sources decreased significantly and th. 



use of personal, noncontrol sources of factual 



and evaluative 



O 

me 



i.-*t’orsuiLion a' out marihuana 
increased . Discussion of these results r.rl 
other findings can be found in the next 
section, d-.J, 

The D iffu s ion-Adoption P rocess . Iiext we 
atteroctod to describe the different stages 
of marihuana diffusion v;ith these sub- 
jects. Sources were categorized as personal./ 
impersonal or control/nonccntrol and we look*?, 
for interactions between source category 
and grade level at each stage in the proses*. 

In response to Question 1, 31 5th, 86 7th and 
91 11th graders mentioned marihuana as a " dr u 
'When those not mentioning marihuana were aske 
"Do you know any drugs which are smoked?" 
(Question 2) 14 5th, 12 7th and 8 11th gra 
responded "marihuana", indicating awareness". 
The remaining subjects were asked "iiave you 
heard of marihuana?" (Question 3) , 4 5th c. d 
1 11th grader answered affirmatively. Only 
1 subject, a 5th grade female, was unaware of 
marihuana and exited from the interview a? 
Question 3. 
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The first assumption to be tested was the 
expectation that students would become 
aware of marihuana through both personal and 
impersonal sources . Subjects were asked 
where they first heard about marihuana and 
their responses are reported in Table S„ 

In an attempt to reduce errors in recall for 
older or "more av/are" subjects, we asked them 
to "think back, try to remember the very first 
time you heard about it . 

Table 9 

Responses to Question 4 , "Where did you first 
hear about marihuana?" by grade level 

Grade 



Source 


5 


7 


11 


Total 


I ".rants 


17 


10 


3 


30 


Teacher 


0 


5 


5 


10 


t-linister 


0 


0 


0 


0 


hector 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 o. Lee 


0 


0 


0 


0 


School" 


3 


12 


13 


28 


levies 


0 


0 


0 


0 


TV 


47 


15 


9 


71 


Radio 


0 


1 


2 


3 


Music 


0 


0 


0 


0 


./graph lets 


1 


2 


0 


3 


Newspaper 


2 


4 


9 


15 


liooks 


2 


0 


0 


2 


Friends 


6 


29 


40 


75 


Drug Use 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Siblings 


9 


7 


4 


20 


Other peers 


9 


8 


11 


23 


Other Adults 


1 


1 


2 


4 




36 
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Grade/Source totals were no -. large crouch 
to permit meaningful X 2 analysis on most 
items. It appears as if friends and 
television, were mentioned most frequently 
ky a H subjects. These sources have been 
categorized as personal (friends) and im- 
personal (tv) which gives support to the 
hypothesis, though caution should be excel - 
cised in interpreting the responses of the 
11th graders. It is possible that they 
could not .or did not remember their "first 
aware" source. Where the friends and tv 
categories are analized further an inter- 
action (X 2 »55.73, df =5 , p< .01) between 
source and age emerges (see Tabic 10) 



Tc.ble 10 



Grade 



Friends 



Source of "first" awareness of marihuana 
by grade level, tv, and friends. 1 

5 7 ll 

47 • 15 9 

6 29 40 



^aken from Question 4. 
‘ -55.73, df=5, p< .01 



TV received more mentions by the 5th and f owe 
by the 11th graders while the reverse was 
found for friends as a source of awareness . 



Mass media received nore mentions by 5 th and 

fewer by 7th and 11th graders while personal 

sources received fewer responses from 5th 

graders and more from 7 th and 11th grade 
2 

subjects (X =21.34, df=5 , p<.Oi). 

When control vs. noncontrol sources were 
compared by grade level (Table 11) a 

Table 11 

Source of "first" awareness of marihuana 
by grade level, control and noncontrol source.?' 1 ' 

Grade 5 7 11 

Source 

Control 70 38 30 

Noncontrol 24 44 55 

*» 

3?».ken from Question 4. 

V=31.86, df=5, p < .01 

significant interaction between control and 

noncontrol sources occurs across grade level. 

Control sources are used by more younger than 

cider students but noncontrol sources are 

mentioned more by older than younger 
2 

students (X =31.86, df=5, p< .01). 



A similar interaction was obtained when 



impersonal and personal sources were 
compared by grade level (see Table 12) . 

Fifth graders mention impersonal sources 
more than 7th or 11th graders and personal 
sources are mentioned more by 7tli and 
11th than 5th grade subjects (X^=23.95, dt r "!i, 
P< .01). 



table 12 



Source of "first” awareness of marihuana 
by grade level with impersonal and personal source 



Grade 5 7 11 

Source 



Impersonal 52 22 20 

Personal 42 60 65 

1 

Taken from Question 4. 

X“=23.95, df=5 , p <.01 



Active student interest in marihuana was 
assessed from responses to Question S, "Have 
you ever looked for information about zsarihuar.c? 
Most interesting is that only 107 subjects 
indicated active interest and a comparison, 
of interest by grade level (see Table 13) 
provided no significant difference between 
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grades in actively seeking marihuana 
information. This finding will be discussed 
in more detail in the next section. 

Table 13 

Student Interest: Responses to 

"Have you ever looked for or asked for 
information about marihuana?" toy grade levels 

Grade 5 7 II 

Response 

Yes 24 36 37 

No 75 64 63 



Question 6 . 

X** 4.57, df=5 , n.s. 

The subjects who did take an active interest 
in marihuana tended tc seek ev aluative 
information from parents and friends 
(see Table 14) . Fifth graders selected a 
personal control source (parents) more than 
11th graders who mentioned a personal noncontrc?; 
source (friends) . Seventh graders are divided 
between the two categories of source which 
reinforces the notion that they are in a 
"source transition" stage/ i.e. from control 
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to nonccnfcrol sources 





Table .14 

Frequency of parents and friends mentioned as jpouic-.s 
of evaluative information by grade level - 

Grade 5 7 11 

Source 

Parents 16 17 2 

Friends 7 17 19 

1 

Question 10 ("Where did you go to look 
for information? i: ) . 

tfe xt we asked the students to give us their 
assessment of the credability of the sources 
they used while evaluating marihuana (see 
Table 15). 

Important for the study was the finding that 
5th graders thought their parents v/ere most 
accurate. Seventh graders were equally 
divided between parents and friends as their 
most frequently mentioned accurate sources; 
with books , pamphlets and teachers following 
closely. Friends and parents were thought 
inaccurate. This mixture of responses is 
an additional indication that the 7th grade is 
in a transition between sources of informat iox: 
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and behaviors. Eleventh grade students 
mentioned friends as accurate and inaccurate 



sources most frequently although the predominant 
tendency is towards accurate information fro:.’, 
friends. 



Table 15 



Analysis of question "Do you think (source) was relaying 
accurate or inaccurate information?" by grade level. 



Grade 

Question 




5 

H=47 




7 

N=7 








.1.' 

N- 


=52 




A 2 


I 


B 


A 


I 


B 


A 


u* 


E 


Parents 


20 


0 


1 


16 


5 


3 


2 


0 


0 


Teacher 


1 


0 


0 


11 


0 


0 


5 


u 




Minister 


0 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


n 


0 


Doctor 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


o 


V 


Policeman 


2 


0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


■a 

w 


1 


0 


School 


2 


0 


0 


rz 


3 


0 


4 




4 


Movies 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


TV 


1 


0 




1 


0 


0 


0 


0 

J 


1 


Radio 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Music 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Pamphlets 


4 


0 


0 


10 


1 


1 


r 


r\ 


0 


Newspaper 


0 


0 


0 


1 


1 


0 


3 


•j 


g 


Books 


6 


2 


0 


11 


2 


0 


6 


1 J 


2 


Friends 


6 


2 


0 


16 


6 


1 


20 


6 


1 


Using marihuana 


0 


c 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2 


0 


0 


Siblings 


8 


1 


0 


7 


1 


0 


6 


0 


0 


Other peer 


2 


1 


1 


2 


2 


1 


3 


•t 


0 


Other adult 
x 

Question 11. 

2 

A=accurate 


5 


0 


1 


2 


0 


0 


6 


0 


0 



I- inaccurate 

i B«fcoth accurate and inaccurate 

'( 

\ 

ij 

| 42 

O 4 

ERIC? 



Emphasis should be placed on the fact uh; t 
only 2 _ eleventh grade students even mentione d 
parents . It may be telling that these subject 
avoid making credability judgements about 
the evaluative information they receive fror. 
their parents. 

Only 11 students thought only good reasons 
existed for using marihuana (see Table 16) . 
The remaining sentiment seemed to be equally 
divided between "Both good and bad reasons" 
and "only bad reasons". 



Table 16 

Student evaluation of marihuana 



Grade Grade Grade 

"Do you think there are 
good and bad reasons 

for using marihuana?" 5 7 11 



Both 

Only good 
Only bad 



46 


52 


57 


0 


3 


8 


51 


45 


35 



There was no diffence between grade levels 
when the number of students who thought 
there were "only bad" reasons for using 
marihuana were compared with those who though- 
there was both good and bad reasons (see 

36 

,43 



Tabl.i 3.7; X 2 =3.73, <lf»5. 



n • o > ) * 



Grade level. 



it seems, does not predict the* evaluative 
responses of students in these two categories, 
though as Table 16 illustrates, more llth that 
5th graders thought there were "only good" 
reasons for marihuana use. 

Table 17 

Comparison of number of students responding 
"only bad" vs. "both good and bad" when asked for 
conclusions about reasons for marihuana use 

Grade -.5 7 11 

Reasons 

Both good and bad 48 5 2 57 

Only bad 51 45 35 

2 

X =3.73, df=5 , n.s. 

Since subjects were allowed to make 
multiple responses to Question 15, which 
asked about sources used during evaluation, 
the data presented in Table 18 must be 
interpreted carefully. 

Sources which our subjects thought were pro 
or both pro and con were the type we have 
categorized as personal noncontrol (friends 




m- 



* 



m 



and other peer) whereas personal >~.nd 
impersonal control sources (eg. parents and 
television) tended to be anti-marihuana (cf. 
Table 18). 



Table 18 

Selected sources of evaluation and "pro or con" 
nature of selected sources by grade level 



•’"Which cf these (sic) 
sources were anti- 
marihuana , which pro 
and which both pro 
and anti?" 





Grade 


5 






7 






11 




Sources 




















' . . vhi-c 


(A) 1 


(P) 


(E) 


(A) 


(P) 


(B) 


(A) 


(P) 


c 


Parents 


44 


0 


0 


30 


0 


0 


15 




*> 

J 


Television 


54 


1 


7 


32 


1 


3 


15 


0 


0 


\2wspapers 


4 


1 

j. 


0 


10 


1 


O 


16 


0 


3 


?~i2nds 


10 


0 


3 


12 


12 


14 


6 


29 


n 


fihlii-.gs 


10 


'> 


1 


8 


5 


1 


1 


o 


1 


Other peer 


4 


6 


1 


0 


2 


£ 


5 


14 


•• 



.1 

(A) =anti marihuana 
(P)=pro marihuana 

(B) =both anti and pro 



The last interview question seeking evaluat.i'~i 
information asked, "What is your overall feeling 
about marihuana?" produced the responses list ad 
in Table 19. 



h 
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Table 19 



Frequency of responses concerning approval, 
and undecided about marihuana by grade 



disapproval 

level 1 



Grade 


5 


7 


11 


Response 


Approve 


1 


14 


47 


Disapprove 


91 


67 


42 


Undecided 


7 


19 


11 



1 

Question 17. 



The next series of questions concerned the 
students' trial experiences with marihuana. 
When asked "Have you ever had the opportunity 
to try marihuana?" (Question 19) the older 
students responded positively more often 
than younger students (see Table 20) . 

Similar results were obtained when students 
were asked whether they had actually tried 
marihuana (Question 20, see Table 21). 

When asked if they would try if given an 
opportunity , a number of students interested 
in trial emerged (see Table 22) . 
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Table 20 



Frequency of responses to "Have you ever had 
the opportunity to try marihuana?" by grade level' 1 



Grade 


5 


n 

t 


11 


Response 








Yes 


19 


51 


88 


No 


80 


49 


12 



1 

Question 2.3. 



Table 21 

Frequency of responses to question 
"Have you ever tried marihuana?" by grade level 1 



Grade 5 7 11 

Response 

Yes o 20 5?. 

No 99 80 43 

1 

Question 20 . 




Table 22 



Frequency of responses by those who have not 
tried marihuana to "Would you try... if given a 
change?" by grade level 1 



Grade 5 7 

Response 

Yes 5 io 

No 94 69 

1 

Question 21. 

47 

40 



11 

8 

40 



wk 




Table 23 presents an analysis of the 

sources of information u^d at the trial 

* 

stage. Responses are broken down to 
reveal differences between those 7th 
and 11th grade students who tried and 
decided not to try marihuana. 

Table 23 



Analysis of sources used by 7th and 11th grade 1 

itndentdvwho tried- and those who decided *ot to. try marihuana. 



Grade 



7 



11 



Status 


Trial 


Number - % 


20 2 


% 3 


Source 


Parents 


2 


10 


Teacher 


5 


25 


Minister 


0 


0 


Doctor 


3 


15 


i-vliceman 


0 


0 


School 


3 


45 


Wo vies 


1 


5 


wilf 


5 


25 


?.adio 


0 


0 


Music 


0 


0 


Pamphlets 


4 


20 


Newspaper 


2 


10 


hooks 


2 


10 


Friends 


8 


40 


Using marihuana 


9 


45 


S iblings 


4 


20 


Other peer 


0 


0. 


Other adult 


0 


0 



No 


trial 


80 


% 


31 


39 


8 


10 


0 


0 


0 


0 


3 


4 


49 


61 


1 


1 


34 


42 


8 


10 


0 


0 


17 


21 


12 


15 


8 


10 


32 


40 


0 


0 


12 


15 


7 


9 


6 


8 



Trial 
52 * 



7 13 

9 17 

0 0 

1 2 

0 0 

2 4 

3 6 

8 15 

4 8 

0 0 

8 . 15 

6 12 

6 12 

33 63 

26 50 

0 0 

14 27 

5 10 



No Trial 



43 


% 


a 


2D 


10 


21 


2 


4 


0 


0 


2 


4 


17 


35 


2 


4 


12 


25 


3 


6 


0 


0 


8 * 


17 


18 


27 


7 


15 


24 


50 


0 


5 


4 


8 


15 


31 


8 


13 



Taken from Questions 15 and 20. 

2 

Number indicates total subjects responding. Subjects 
were allowed multiple responses. 



were computed using the total number of subjects^ 
foil in either the trial or no trial category for c. 
particular source. 
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A rank order of percent of sources 
mentioned by students who try marihuana 
and those who do net is presented in 
Table 24. Here 7th graders are mixing 
Table 24 

Rank-order of percent of sources 
by trial, status and grade. 

Grade 7 u 

Status Trial Non -Trial Trial Ncn-Trial 

rcank 



1 


Personal 

experience 


45 


School 


61 


Friends 


63 


Friend s 


/* 


Sc! icol 


45 


TV 


42 


Personal 

experience 


50 


School 




Friends 


40 


Friends 


40 


Other peer 


27 


News- 

paper 




Teachers 


25 


Parents 


39 






TV 


5 


TV 















Ba^ed on data taken from answers to Question 15 and 20. 

2 

Percent of subjects within the column mentioning source 
Subjects were allowed to mention more than one source. 



personal and control sources regardless 
of trial status. Eleventh grade trial 
subjects, however, use personal noncontrol 
sources and no-trial students mix personal 
noncontrol and impersonal control sources. 



When personal and impersonal sources are 
compared by oracle level (Table 25} differ 



r* r 



35 



42 



M N> 




ences appear between grade level but r.ot 
within grade levels. The 11th graders 
mentioned more personal sources than 
the 7th grade students irrespective of • 
trial or no-trial status. Nearly the 
same finding was obtained for impersonal 
sources although the no-trial 7th 
graders mentioned more impersonal sources 
than all other subjects. Seventh 
graders also mention using both 
personal and impersonal sources more 
than 11th graders regardless of trial 
status . 

Table 25 



Analysis of personal and impersonal source use 
by trial and no-trial 7th and 11th grade subjects. 

Grade 7 11 



Status 

Source 



Trial 

N»20 



No-trial Trial No-tria 

»*CC r-SO N---48 



Personal 

only 25“ 25 50 45 

Impersonal i 

only 5 21 6 8 

Both 55 52 25 29 

1 

Taken from Questions 15 and 20. Subjects were 
allowed multiple responses. 

2 

Percentage . 
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A similar analysis using control and no.i- 
control sources is presented in Table 26. 
The importance of the control variable is 



Table 26 



Analysis of control 
by trial and no-triai 



and noncontrol source use 
7th md 11th grade subjectr 






C-rv.dt 



7 



11 



Status 


Trial 


No-trial 


Trial 


No-trial 


Source 


N=20 


N=130 


N=52 


N=43 


Control 


only 

Woncont.ro 1 


30 


49 


13 


38 


cnly 


10 2 


9 


35 


12 


Both 


45 z 


41 


33 


33 



Taken from Questions 15 and 20. 
i 

Percent . 



again evident, i.e. in this context it 
is a potentially significant predictor of 
trial when combined with grade level. 

Seventh and 11th grade subjects who have 
tried marihuana mention noncontrol sources 
more frequently than nontrial students 
although there is a tendency for 7th graders 
to use both kinds of sources more frequently 
than the 11th graders. An interesting 
finding was that 7th graders who have 
tried the drug use more control than non- 
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control source:* aid more of both sources 
combined than any other type of student. 
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The diffusion process is punctuated by a 
series of decisions. it may be considered 
linear to the extent that the decision 



"o adopt the '’innovation' 5 climaxes the 
process. Presumably no one adopts marihuana 
without trial and not everyone who tries 
che drug wa.ll adopt or continue using: it, 
Questions 29 to 34 wore attempts to dotermi no 
which of ti»e students who had tried, 
marihuana would be continuing users and who 
would discontinue use after trial. 



Irrst we asked, "Would you cry marihuana 
again if you had the chance?" (Question 29'. 

found a number of 7th and ilth graders 
either willing or undecided (see fable 27} . 
This number is less than those who tried 
(cf. 'fable 20) and the attrition continued 
when we asked, "Do you feel that you use 
marihuana on a rsgulax* basis?" (Question 32 ) 
and "Would you use marihuana on a regular 
basis if you had the opportunity?" (Question 3 
The responses to these two questions are 

45 




* 



.^rr- 



provided in Table 23. It was decide i 
that only those subjects who indicated 
an interest in or actual behaviors 
indicating regular use should be consider- 
ed adopters. 

Table 27 

Responses to "Would you try ^ 
marihuana again...?" by grade level. 



Grade 


7 


11 


Response 


Yes 


11 


32 


No 


5 


12 


D.k. 


4 


6 



1 

Question 29. 



Table 28 

Frequency of adoptors and - 9 
potential adoptors by grade level. 

Grade 7 n 

Adopters Potential Adopters Potential 
Adopters Adopters 

Frequency 37 11 18 



Data taken from Questions 33 and 34. 

2 

Noi-e of the 5th graders considered themselves adopters 
or potential adoptors. 



ERIC 



53 



■ 



The sources of information used by these 
adopting or potentially adopting (here- 
after called "continuing users") marihuana 
and those discontinuing use are offered 
in Table 29 (potential adopters are those 
answering Yes to Question 29 and No to 
Question 32 and 33) . 

Table 29 



Sources mentioned by continuing (Yes) 
and non- continuing (No) users. 



sjj* V -A 

Status 
f 1 - % 


5 

Yes 
0 (n 


c:0 

=--99) 


?• 


7 

Yen 

(n=!C)% 


No 

(n=90 


)% 


11 

Yei- 

(n=29) % 


No 




i arent..; 




45 


45 


1 


10 




3 : 


2 


n 


14 


>0 


Teacher 


- 


2 


2 


1 


10 


12 


13 


4 


i.4 


15 


21 


itiiiister 


- 


2 


2 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


2 


3 


doctor 


- 


0 


0 


1 


10 


2 


2 


0 


0 


1 


i 


Policeman 




4m 


2 


0 


0 


3 


3 


0 


0 






'O'.’lOOl 


- 


8 


8 


A 

4m 


20 


56 


62 


1 


3 


18 


25 


Tories 


- 


2 


2 


? 

mj 


30 


0 


0 


2 


7 


3 


4 


■: V 


- 


66 


66 


1 


10 


38 


42 


5 


17 


15 


21 




- 


R 


5 


r , 


0 


8 


S 


3 


10 


4 


6 


I£u:sic 


- 


1 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Pamphlets 


- 


4 


4 


0 


0 


21 


2.3 


3 


10 


13 


.lb 


Newspaper 


- 


6 


6 


0 


0 


14 


16 


2 


7 


17 


24 


i-ooks 


- 


7 


7 


1 


10 


r\ 

;# 


10 


1 


3 


12 


17 


].’r:’.e;,ids 


- 


13 


13 


2 


20 


38 


42 


21 


7 2 


36 


51 


■js.-ug 

ihuana 




0 


0 


8 


80 


1 


1 


17 


59 


9 


13 


siblings 


- 


14 


14 


1 


10 


15 


17 


0 


0 


i 


i 


Other peer 


- 


11 


11 


0 


0 


7 


8 


8 


28 


21 


30 


Other adult 


- 


15 


15 


0 


0 


6 


7 


2 


7 


11 


15 



Q’sution 15. 



A rank-order of percent of sources important 
at tine adoption stage by continuing and non 
continuing students (see Table 30) indicate, 
that continuing 7th graders are relying 
e-lmost entirely on experience with marihuana 
v/han they rrta?'e their decision to continue 
use. Continuing lltn graders, on the other 
hand, mention the influence of friends pre- 
dominantly plus experience with the drug <■ 
Table 30 

k-order percent of sources important at the adoption, stage 
c. continuing (Yes) and non-continuing (No) subjects'^ ^ 

7 11 



S '5. 


Yes 




No 




Yes 




No 


N • 


10 


% 


90 


% 


29 


% 




P.-xiik 
















3. 


Using 
















marihuana 


80 


School 


62 


Friends 


72 


Friends 


2 


Movies 


30 


TV 


42 


Using 




Other 












marihuana 


59 


Peer 


T 


School 


20 


Friends 


42 


Other 




School 












peer 


28 




H 


Friends 


20 


Parents 


36 






TV 


b 






Pamphlets 


23 






Teacher 


t 














Parent 



bate •'*:.kon from Question 5, 

Si fth grade data not included because no comparisons yd '.l 
grade :;ere possible. 



lion-continuing students mix personal cr.ol 
impersonal control and noncontrol 
sources. The 11th grade non users 
mention friends and other peers most 
often compared with schools, tv, 
friends and parents for the 7th grade 
noncontinuing students . 

Additional analyses were performed to 
uncover the character' of the marihuana 



experience for student continuing users. 
Marihuana effects were categorized as 
positive, negative ,• both positive and 
negative and neutral by the students. 
These effects categories were compared 
with cources including control, non- 
control and both control and noncontrol. 
The results of the analysis are in 
Table 31 and Table 32. 



Character of experience for continuing users 
Grade 



Effects 7 N=10 



11 N=20 



Positive 

negative 

Eoth 



Neutral 



8 

0 

0 

2 



22 

2 

2 

3 




49 




It is easily observed from Table 31 
that the experience of continuing 
users is predominately favorable. 
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Table 32 

Analysis of effects by source for continuing users 



G-:ade 7 

Source Positive 

Control 3 

Ncr.ccntrol 1 

Both 1 

Grade 11 

Control 3 

Noncontrol 11 

Both 3 



Negative Both Neutral 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 2 



0 0 0 
0 0 1 
2 12 



The number for the seventh grade is too 
small to permit comment, but for the 
eleventh grada the predominate combin- 
ation is noncontrol-positive. This 
supports Becker's (1963) contention 
that continuing users would select non • 
control sources and experience pleasurable 
effects. 

(d) Discussion of Results. The research 
presented here is descriptive in nature. 
The results of such research are tentativr 
at best and . are presented to assist ofne? 

50 

57 



researchers in this area. We feel that 
we would be remiss, however, if we did not. 
a) provide a capsule of our findings in 
"prose" fashion; b) suggest further reseat?' 
as a result of our findings; and c) make 
suggestions which may be useful to ongoxuj 
drug abuse programs based on the results 
of this study. This section is devoted 
to those three ends. 

A review of t he findings : This 

study sought to describe the types 
of information -ources used by iCv, 
middle class 5th, 7th, and 11th 
grade students in various stages of 
acquaintance with marihuana. During 
individual meetings with experienced 
female interviewers, students were 
asked to relate sources which were 
most influential in providing informa- 
tion about marihuana at the following 
stages: 1. awareness; 2. interest; 

3. evaluation; 4. trial; 5. adoption. 
Sources were categorized by the exper- 
imenters as either personal {e.g. 



parents or friends), impersonal (e.g. 
51 
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tv, or newspapers) ; control (e.g, 
pamphlets or teachers) or nonccntrol 
(e.g. friends or music) . 



A capsule description of the study 
results is presented in Table 33, 



Table 33 



Capsule review of study results 

ft* ..‘dominant sources for all 
xd-r s all stages: tv, 

p.nvttnts , friends 



G.Wid'i level 




5th grade 


7th grade 


11th g;.\ 


•-.tr-vo" selected 
.'.earning 


tv 

parents 


friends 

tv 


friano.;; 

pear 


r *. ?: rareness 


mass 

media 


personal 


persona: 


Iviv.:. t 




No difference 
Most (2/3) not 


between grade levels 
actively interested 




r\-i :>lv: avion 




personal 

control 


mixed 


nonco.iv 

persona 


?.t v.uedible 




parents 


parents 


friends 


'~riai 


yes 

no 


control 


mixed 

mixed 


mixed 

mixed 


option 


yes 

mo 




experience 
with drug 
control 


non cent 
persona 
mixed 


Reasons i 
for using 






psych . 
pleasure 


p-iych. 

pleasure 

cocia.’l 

prersuj. 


lv; t using 




phys. pain 


phys . pain 


phys ./-■ 
pain 





* 



* 



The sources of: iivior nation 

most frequently by all students vs re 

pcirents, television and friends. 

Whan students were risked who nr: they 
learned what they knew about 
however .. the 5th graders mentionsc 
tv a: id parents- the 7th grade student 
friends and tv and the 11th graders 
responds 3 friends and other stuCkivta . 

Althor :,h students have nany sev...tes 
of information about the drug,. r.Uey 
actually mention, using different 
sources at different ages for 
.learning. Younger children use me rt- 
socially approved sources „ The 
7.*.h graders use ?. mixture cf sources 
o.r.i the 11th grain students use 
personal ncncontrcl or "non 
authority" sources . 



Most interesting was the finding 
that 2/3 of all students surveyed 



at all grade levels vrere net 

act l": c iy in targeted in m: trihuar-a^ 
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The majority appear to be passive 
receivers of information about the 
drug. 

When asked which sources relayed 
the most accurate information about 
marihuana 5th graders said parents , 

7th graders mentioned parents and 
friends , and 11th graders trusted 
their friends more than any other 
source. 

When students had the opportunity 
to try marihuana they again mention 
influences from different sources 
at different ages. None of the 
5th graders had tried the drug 
and all reported using contr ol 
sources (e.g. parents, teachers, 
tv) . 7th graders use a mixture 
of sources at this point. — presum- 
ably they are in a "transition 
stage" in marihuana use and their ty? e 
of sources they select for informatic 
Eleventh-graders who have tried the 
drug, however, report using "friends" 
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and others their age as primary 



sources. Non users at this .j ratio 
level use many different types of 
sources . 



One of the major findings of this 
study was a significant shift 
in types of sources reported as 
students grow older. Younger <5fch 
grade) students are receiving mm h 
of their information from social!’ ■? 
approved sources . Seventh 
graders begin to mix socially 
approved with persona], and "private 
sources in their transition to 
the nearly exclusive reliance on \'s 
friends mentioned by the 11th 
graders who try marihuana. 

Since most of the students report 
very little active interest it 
is possible that they are "passive" 
receivers of social 

and personal influences regarding 
marihuana and its use. A related 
finding suggests that most of the 



7th and some ? ±th graders who use 
marihuana may be .l argely unaware 
of this influence process. When 
asked for their sources of infor- 
mation and reasons for using the 
drug/ they tend to cite pleasurable 
"psychological 11 experiences with 
marihuana rather than personal 
influence processes . 

Similariiy/ reasons given for not 
using the drug by all students 
relate to their expectation of 
physical pain/ rather than psychology 
ical discomfort or social-legal 
restraints. 

Suggestions for future research . Th 
study reported here was primarily 
descriptive. Results indicate the 
need for experimental investigation 
of the control, personal and grade 
variables. We suspect that 
learning about marihuana (and perhap 
other drugs) is a function of an 
interaction between those three 




factors, rts would expect main 
effects (increased learning) vith 
an increase in grade tut not from 
the control or personal dimensions . 
However, tv/o ar.d three way inter- 
actions could be expected between 
grade level on the one hand and 
the personal control dimensions 
on the other. 

In addition, not all data collected 
ir: this study was wi thin the scope 
of this report. Investigators 
wishing to make further analysis 
of our data are encouraged to write- 
either of the principal investigators. 
We will provide copies of the data 
deck and other necessary information 
at the cost of duplication and . 
mailing. 

Suggestions for drug abuse orogr^vs . 
Most important for drug abuse program 
planning we believe was the finding 
that many potential and actual users 
of marihuana appeared unaware of the 



to 




social and personal influence 
process surrounding decisions 
about marihuana use. Many drug ed- 
ucation programs rely on efforts 
to provide information to young pec ' 
pie through a variety of media about 
marihuana but very fev? have focused- 
on personal influence processes , 

suggest that a pilot project 
tempt to make students more aware 
of personal and social pressures 
which serve to push them towards 
marihuana use by providing then, wits 
1) personally satisfying ways cf 
responding to such pressure, 2) ways 
of tolerating conflicting claims 
about drugs and drug abuse, and 3) 
information seeking behaviors which 
will widen the range of sources 
they survey before decisions are made 
at different stages in their learn- 
ing about drugs. 



Personal influence process training 
would be most helpful for the 
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to 



to 



f 



" cransitional ' 7th graders. Seventh 
grade students may profit racst from 
training to tolerate conflicting 
claims about drugs, and the 5tn grad- 
ers appear to need preparation for 
the great increase in the types of 
influences they vrill encounter in the 
future . 



(a) Some descriptive evidence has been of- 
fered for the operation of the dif- 
fusion-adoption process x/ith mari- 
huana. It appears that ’ active" 
interest is not necessary for evalu- 
ation, trial and adoption. 

(d) Suggestions are offered for components 
in drug abuse programs based on the 
training of young people to. accomodate 
personal and private influences re- 
lating to drug use. 

(c|< Specific suggestion •:> are made for 



r 



reject Significance 
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further research on the influence 



7. 



'process with 3 variables s grade level, 
control/noncontrol sources, .nd oersor-:*.’./ 
impersonal sources hypothesized to 
influence the learning about drugs by 
\-oung people. 

Project Information Dissemination . 

Vievs releases are currently being ;.repu.?e*i by 
the ejTpe r imen tor c on the resul ts of their 
study. An article on the implications of 
the results for drug abuse programs is being 
prepared for the Drug Abuse News for Educator- : 
newsletter. A paper outlining the communi- 
cation implications has been accepted for 
presentation to the Speech-Communication 
Association. Articles are being outlined ftr 
the Pub lic Opinion Quarterly and the Journa l 
of C ommunications . 

'Me are not aware of the use of our specific 
procedures by any other investigators. 

Under the conditions of our agreement with 
the school system cooperating in this research 
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" narces of the participant students and 
system cannot be released. done of this 
an;r,rmation is included in this reoort. 

-•* 've received the full cooperation of I*. I. hi?., 
oiilcials on all requests for information 
and assistance during this project. 

10. »«s have no additional comments. 



Tho above answers v?ero provided jointly by 
chc. principal investigators Dr . Albert ; 

ana Dr. Richard Clark. The conclusions and 
errors are ours and should not be attributed 
:o any other individual including the spon- 
soring agencies . 



principal investigators can be reacui-1 at 
the fo j lowing addresses: 



Or. A1 Kowitz , Chairman 
Co:amunications Studies Department 
California State University at Sacramento 
Sacramento, California 95318 
916-454-6688 
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Dr. Richard E. Clark, Research Associate 
Stanford Center for Research and Develop- 
ment in Teaching 
Stanford University 
Stanford, California 94303 
415-321-2300 x 3143 or 4717 




ERIC 



62 



f 



Appendix A 



Permission Letter 



: 




\P5ame cf school district deleted, to preserve confiden- 



’S’l-it: is to let you know that your child is one of a 
cros j section of 300 students who have been selected 
at. random to participate in a Sacramento State College 
study, unless you prefer otherwise. 

The study came about because children today are exposed 
to information about drugs in varying degrees and in 
many wayr . Some of the information they receive .is 
accurate, .icme is distorted, some is simply false. 

Some of the information comes from knowledgeable 
adults sveh as doctors and law enforcement agencies; 
sons*:- iron teachers, arents, and other adults; some 
i :om other students and friends. 

xh'.: purpose of this study is to determine from a cross 
ruction of students chosen at random: 1) how much 

information they have about drugs, and how accurate 
.* t is; 2' where they got this information; 3) which 
sources of* such information have the greatest in- 
i! pence on youngsters . 

yb.e administration of the ( name withheld } District 
.la*? permitted '.this study because it believes that the 
results can ultimately help in the ongoing fight against, 
drug abus a , 

how the study will work: 

•?ach cf the 300 students will participate — if he or 
-> oe is w.lling — in a ten-minute interview with a 
-.rained senior or graduate student from Sacramento 
Grate College. The interviewer will try to determine 
which of the many sources of information about drugs, 

:.f any, the student has been exposed to; and what the 
student's reaction has been to each source. 

The identity of the student — oven his or her name — will 
not be revealed to the interviewer. The information 
she receives will be taken in a mai.ner that will 





guarantee the student's anonymity. 

ke' re letting you know about your child'? participa- 
tion in this study because it is a policy of this 
district to notify parents of any such study, or 
any other activity which is not a part of the instruc- 
tional program. If for any reason you prefer that 
your child not participate in this study, please call 
your school principal. If you have any questions 
about the study, please feel free to call Dr. (name 
withheld) , Evaluation Specialist, v/ho is supervising 
the manner rn which the study will be conducted, .ier 
number is (withheld) . i*ou me.y also contact Dr. Alan 
Xowitz, ho is in charge of this Sacramento State 
College research project; his number is 454-0688, 
or 454-6814. 

Sincerely yours , 



(name withheld) 
Research & Evaluation 
Department 
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Appendix B 

The Interview Schedule 



Interviewer number 



Ly.-rj set's grade level 5th 
Subject's sex ;i :• 



7 th 



9 th 



™ E NAHES op flLL THE DRUGS vou 

Marijuana (Check if mentioned and go to 4) 

Number of drugs mentioned 

-7, DC YCU KNOW OF ANY DRUGS THAT ARE SMOKED 7 

Yes (Go to 4) 

No (Go to 3) 



3. 



4. 



;AVE YOU HEARD OF MARIJUANA? 

Yes 

No (If no r interview is ended. Engage subject 

to de carmine is he/she is being evasive.) 



WHERE DID YOU FIRST HEAR ABOUT MARIJUANA? (Us-- 
° r " grass " if they use this term.) 

THIMTC n 7VMn mnv m r\ 



THINK BACK AND 
TIME '/OU HEARD 

parents 

teacher 

minister 

doctor 



policeman 
_school (specify) 



WRY TO REMEMBER THE VERY FIRST 
ABOUT IT AND TELL ME WHERE IT WAS. 

movies friends 

TV using mari- 

radio juana 

music siblings 

pamohlets , other peer 

newspaper o ther adult 

books 



other {noccLf. 



WHiiRE ELSE DID YOU HEAR ABOUT MARIJUANA? TR V T«> 
REHSMBLR AS MANY PLACES WHERE YOU HAVE HEARD ABOUT 



parents 

teacher 

minister 



movies 

“TV 



jdoctor 

policeman 

_school (specify) newspaper 

“books 



_radio 

"music 

pamphlets 



_friends 
_using mari- 
juana 
_sibli:igs 
_other peer 
_other adult 
_other (speoi: 
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HAVE YOU EVER LOOKED FOR OR ASKED FOR INFORMA- 
TION ABOUT MARIJUANA? 

Yes (Go to 7) No (Go to b; 

WHERE DID YOU GO FOR THE INFORMATION? (If 
"impersonal" go to 3: if "personal" go to 
9; if both go to 11) 

parents tvovies frienas 

teacher TV using mari- 

radio juana 

“music siblings 

other peer 



“minister 

doctor 



jpol iceman 



"pamphlets 



school (specify) newspaper 

books 



“other adult 
“other ( spe c i f y ) 



8. HAVE YOU EVER LOOKED FOR SOMEONE TO TALK TO OR 
ANSWER A QUESTION YOU HAD ABOUT MARIJUANA? 

yes (go to 10) 110 no ?? 

* 6, go to 12 ) 

9. HAVE YOU GONE TO LOOK AT OTHER PLACES FOR INFORMA- 
TION ABOUT MARIJUANA? 

Yes (go to 10) No (go to 

10. (IF YES TO 8) WE ARE NOT INTERESTED IN SPECIFIC 
WARES, RUT GENERALLY WHO DID YOU TALK WITH? 

(If yes to 9) WHERE DID YOU GO TO LOOK FOR INFOR- . 
NATION? 

parents m ovies ? riends 

teacher TV using mari- 

-•-.inister radio juann. 

doctor m usic siblings 

policeman pamphlet other P® e ^ 

school (specify) newspaper other adul . _ 

Looks other (speciry) 



11. (This question applies to both 7 and 10) DID YOU 

THINK (specify source) WAS RELAYING 

ACCURATE OR INACCURATE INFORMATION? (Repeat for 
eich source mentioned; place an "A" for accurate 
and "I" for inaccurate in the appropriate blank.) 

12. WHAT DO YOU KNOW ABOUT MARIJUANA? 

a drug 

evaluates (good) 

evaluates (bad) 

describes harmful psych-physical effects 

• describes beneficial psycho-physical effects 
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use 



illegal 

appearance and methods c" 
other (specify) 



-. 3 . 



DC YOU THINK THERE 
USING MARIJUANA? 
both 



ARE GOOD AND BAD REASONS FOR 



only good 



only bod 



WHAT ARE THEY? 

illegal 

social pressures-pro (specify type) 

social prossures-con (specify tyoe) 

psychological gratification 

psychological pain 

physical gratification 

physical pain 

addiction 

nothing happens 

other (specify) 



15. 



IN WHAT WAYS DID YOU LEARN THESE THINGS ABOUT 
MARIJUANA? 



parents 

teacher 

minister 

aoctor 



movies 

TV 

radio 

music 

’pamphlets 

newspaper 

books 



policeman 
school (specify) 



friends 
using mari- 
juana 
siblings 
other, peer 
other adult 
other (specify) 



16. WHICH OF THESE SOURCES WERE PRO-MARIJUANA AND 
WHICH WERE ANTI-MARIJUANA? (Mark a "P" for 
pro and "/i" for anti in the appropriate blank) 



.• 7 . WHAT IS YOUR OVERALL FEELING ABOUT MARIJUANA? 

approve disapprove undecided 

13 . IF YOU WANTED TO TRY MARIJUANA WOULD YOU KNOW 
WHERE TO GET IT? 

y es no (go to 21) 



19. HAVE YOU EVER HAD THE OPPORTUNITY TO TRY MARIJUANA'-' 
y es no 



:0. liAVE YOU EVER TRIED MARIJUANA? 
(go to 27) 



no (go to 21) 



2.1. WOULD YOU EVER TRY MARIJUANA IF YOU HAD AN 





67 



OPPORTUNITY? WOULD YOU LIKE TO TRY IT? 

es (go to 27 and then stop) 

no (go to 23) 

23. WHY HOT? 

illegal 

social pressures-pro (specify type) 

social pressures- con (specify type) 

psychological pain 

psychological gratification 

physical gratification 

physical pain 

addiction 

nothing happens 

other (specify) 



25. WHAT THINGS , 
DECIDE NOT TO 

parents 

teacher 



EOPLE , OR EXPERIENCES MADE 
TRY 2ARI JUANA? 

movies 

'iV 

radio 

m usic 

policeman pamphlets 

(specify ) nev/spaper 

books 



minister 

doctor 



school 



YOU 

friends 
using mari- 
juana 
siblings 
other peer 
other adult 
other (specify) 



WHAT WAS IT ABOUT (specify source) THAT 

KEPT YOU PROM TRYING MARIJUANA? (Repeat for each • 
of the responses in 25 and check following) 

illegal 

social pressures-pro (specify type) 

social pressures-con (specify type) 

psychological gratification “ 

psychological pain 

physical gratification 

physical pain 

addiction 

nothing happens 

other (specify) 




END OF INTERVIEW 



27. 



WHAT THINGS, PEOPLE, JR EXPERIENCES LED YOU TO 
DECIDE TO TRY MARIJUANA? 



parents 

teacher 

minister 

doctor 



movies 

TV 



_radio 

"music 



friends 
using mari- 
juana 
siblings 
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25 . 



policeman 
school (specify) 



pamphlet" 

newspaper 

books 



C'tlier peer 
other adult 
other '.soeci 



-2. HON WOULD YOU DESCRIBE YOUR EX^E^IEMCE USIU r - 
« IARI JUANA? 

physical gratification 

physical pain 

psychological gratification 

psychological pain 

nothing happens 

other (specify) 



WOULD YOU TRY MARIJUANA AGAIN IF YOU HAD A CHAN CE ? 

yes (go to 30) 

no (go to 31) 

DS (go to 30) 

30. WIIAT THINGS WOULD LEAD YOU TC TRY IT AGAIN? 

(If yes to 29, o to 32) 

illegal 

social pressures-pro (specify type) 

social pressures-con (specify type) 

psychological gratification 

psychological pain 

addiction 

nothing happens 

other (specify) 



31. WIIAT THINGS WOULD LEAD YOU NOT TO TRY IT AGAIN? 
illegal 

social pressures-pro (specify type) 

social pressures-con (specify type) 

psychological gratification 

psychological pain 

addiction 

nothing happens 

other (specify) 



END OF INTERVIEW 

32. DO YOU FEEL THAT YOU USE ?*ARI JUANA Oil A REGULAR 
BASIS? 

ves (END OF INTERVIEW) 

no (go to 33) 



33. WOULD YOU USE 1.ARI JUANA ON A REGULAR BASIC 
HAD THE OPPORTUNITY? 

ves (END OF INTERVIEW) 

no (go to 34) 



YOU 



34. WHY WOULD YOU MOT USE hARI JUANA ON A REGULAR 
BASIS? 

il legal 

•-•ocial pressures-, ro (specify type) 

social pressures -con (specify type) 

psychological gratification 

psychological pain 

physical gratification 

physical pain 

addiction 

nothing happens 

other (specify) 



END OF INTERVIEW 



t 
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